We present a list of clusters that have had their dark matter content measured using weak gravitational lensing. The list consists of 139 clusters, with weak lensing measurements reported in 64 different publications. Details are provided about the selection criteria and some basic properties of the sample, such as the redshift distribution. An electronic, sortable version of this list with links to public database information on the clusters and publications is provided at
Introduction
Since the first reported detection of weak gravitational shear produced by a massive cluster of galaxies (Tyson, Valdes, & Wenk 1990) , well over a hundred clusters have had their dark matter distribution mapped using this technique. Here, we present a compilation of published studies that have reported such measurements, either in the form of a map of the projected mass distribution in a cluster, or some quantity related to the cluster mass, or both.
Selection criteria
The studies are listed by cluster name in Table 1. Papers that combine strong and weak lensing data are also included in this table. The table does not include studies that derive the average mass of large ensembles of objects by measuring the mean gravitational shear produced by these (e.g., Sheldon et al. 2001; Parker et al. 2005) , as they do not provide results for individual objects.
Also not included are ∼ 200 "shear-selected" candidate clusters (e.g., Miyazaki et al. 2003; Hetterscheidt et al. 2005; Gavazzi & Soucail 2006; Wittman et al. 2006; Schirmer et al. 2006) , which have been detected directly from their weak lensing effect. Such cluster samples will contain some fraction of spurious detections, arising both from projections of multiple lesser structures along the line of sight, and from random alignment of background galaxies, resembling a lensing signal from a real cluster (e.g., White, van Waerbeke, & Mackey 2002; Hennawi & Spergel 2005) . Hence, as would be expected, the currently reported cluster candidates range from peaks in the reconstructed projected density distribution with no obvious optical and X-ray counterparts, to well-established overdensities in 3D space with measured spectroscopic redshifts and corresponding extended X-ray emission.
The compilation of Table 1 does not include weak gravitational lensing studies based on measurements of magnification bias (Broadhurst, Taylor, & Peacock 1995) , since this is a rather different technique than shear-based mass measurements, and has only been applied to a small number of clusters so far.
A few studies of superclusters have been published (Kaiser et al. 1998; Gray et al. 2002; Gavazzi et al. 2004; Dietrich et al. 2005; Jee et al. 2006) . For these systems, a separate entry is given in Ta-ble 1 for each of their constituent clusters.
It should be noted that most of the clusters listed in Table 1 have several alternative designations, and the naming covention adopted may differ between various publications, and also between these and the corresponding entry in databases such as the NASA/IPAC Extragalactic Database (NED). Generally, the naming convention most commonly used in the literature has been adopted, and NED links are provided in the online version of Table 1 to refer the reader to alternative designations.
Properties of the sample
The list provided in Table 1 contains a total of 139 clusters, with weak lensing data reported in 64 separate publications. Figure 1 illustrates how these have accumulated over time (with a clear tendency for more clusters per publication in recent years). The majority of these clusters were originally identified in optical cluster surveys (e.g., Abell, Corwin, & Olowin 1989 , Gonzalez et al. 2001 , while most of the remaining clusters were found by optical followup of X-ray surveys such as the Einstein Medium-Sensitivity Survey (Gioia et al. 1990) or the ROSAT All-Sky Survey (Trümper 1993) .
The redshift distribution of the published weak lensing cluster sample is shown in Figure 2 . None of the clusters are at z < 0.05, where the lensing efficiency is very low, and only five clusters are at z = 1 or higher, where weak lensing studies are only feasible using the Hubble Space Telescope (HST). About 75% of the clusters are at z < 0.5. The distribution in Figure 2 has a strong peak around z ∼ 0.2 − 0.3, where clusters will act most efficiently as lenses, given the redshift distribution of background galaxies in typical groundbased imaging data.
The current version of this compilation does not tabulate any cluster mass values provided in the respective publications listed in Table 1 . Considerable caution is warranted when combining such data from different publications: Firstly, the angular diameter distances assumed when translating the measured shear into cluster mass depends on the assumed cosmological model, and most studies older than ∼ 5 years adopted cosmological parameters that differ significantly from the current "concordance cosmology". Secondly, our knowledge of the redshift distribution of faint galaxies has improved significantly since the early papers (particularly with the advent of photometric redshift measurements of faint galaxies in deep HST images), and this will again affect the mass values through the source distance estimates. Thirdly, the methodology for measuring gravitational shear has evolved considerably, although the most popular method ("KSB+"; see Kaiser, Squires, & Broadhurst 1995; Luppino & Kaiser 1997; Hoekstra et al. 1998 ) was developed already in the mid1990s, and has been shown through simulations to produce results sufficiently accurate for measurements of weak lensing by clusters (e.g., Heymans et al. 2006 ).
Finally, it should be noted that the reported mass values are often not directly comparable to each other, as some are 2D estimates of the projected mass in a cylinder, e.g., using the "aperture densitometry" estimator , while others report an estimated velocity dispersion, or an estimated cluster mass within a 3D volume. The latter quantities are typically derived by fitting the observed tangential component of the shear as a function of cluster radius to a spherically symmetric theoretical model such as a singular isothermal sphere or an NFW model (Navarro, Frenk, & White 1997) . The relation between 2D and 3D masses can be calculated for any of these mass models, but the reliability of the results will be sensitive to sub-clustering and other departures from such simple mass models. 
